Here, Oppenheimer, mostly offscreen, follows his protagonist, the optometrist Adi, as he visits the homes of former assassins, many ensconced in government and high-powered positions. Seeking confessions and expressions of contrition, Adi is often thwarted in his goal. As such, Silence refuses easy cinematic satisfaction, emotional if not epistephilic, even when providing the witnesses to the events.
Trauma or the recitation of traumatic events is present yet elusive, as perpetrators manage to concede and deny the horrors, and victims are silenced through institutional threat, age, and dementia.
The chronicle of Adi's quest is depicted entirely through the documentary strategy of an observational camera with patient and tireless interviews that confer the expected authority to represent reality associated with the mode. While the mission evokes exposé, the style imposes stoicism, and ensures a commitment to uncovering a hidden truth. By contrast, Killing's lurid and spectacular fantasies defy the still lingering popular expectations of sobriety, particularly in response to genocide, as it unsettles documentary's evidentiary status. Indeed, Film Quarterly's dossier on that film was replete with observations of its unsteady distinctions between truth and fiction. 5 Silence, on the other hand, uses different methods entirely to ensure that the truth is on its side-the side of the survivors-even as the film supplies those aesthetic disruptions familiar in traumatic narratives, in particular a sonic landscape whose cacophony of insects disturbs the otherwise still setting; in this case, it is the trauma of both history and historiography that reverberates.
Questions of ethics are as pressing as aesthetic choices in representations of a traumatic event. Killing's granting of a platform to perpetrators, who already control its recounted history, might seem indulgent at best, and at worst, as Nick Fraser charged, result in a "high-minded snuff movie." 6 As such, it might appear to the 3 casual observer as if Silence were produced entirely to quell these reservations-were it not for the fact that it had been shot before Killing was ever released or criticisms published.
But the backstory provides another narrative. When working on The Globalisation Tapes (2003), a collaboratively produce documentary billed as "by workers and for workers" about the struggle of union organizers on a palm oil plantation, Oppenheimer encountered the long shadow of the genocide in the anxiety of the workers he was filming. In 1965, union organizers had been targeted as "communist sympathizers" and imprisoned or murdered; an atmosphere of dread and fear of recurrence flourished in the present, as killers lived immune from due process.
Oppenheimer has recounted how the survivors asked him, once this documentary was complete, to return to tell their story, not just of the violent purge but also of their current circumstances living among the murderers of their families and friends. 7 The Globalisation Tapes, foregrounding the workers behind and in front of the camera through observation and interview, and intended for sharing with workers around the world, stands today as an indication of Oppenheimer's early interest in social justice and the voices of the people chronicled. 8 Upon his return in 2003, when Oppenheimer began to collect the testimonies of the survivors, he heard, amidst them, a name repeated. Ramli, one of many massacred at Snake River, was an unusual victim because his case was so public and with so many witnesses that it became a "synonym for the killings in general."
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Following that discovery, he met with the family: Rohani (Ramli's mother), Rukun (his father), and his brother Adi, born after Ramli's death. At the same time, the community requested that Oppenheimer try to film the perpetrators, since as an outsider, he was likely to be safe from repercussions. This process led to the discovery Questions of who can bear witness are fraught in such a context. It is evident from the credits of this film (and those of The Act of Killing), overwhelmed by the name "Anonymous," that a significant threat still exists in Indonesia. Oppenheimer's own inability to return to the nation as well as his disclosure of numerous contingency plans for flight set up during the production points to the risks inherent in testifying to the truth of the massacres. Upon the conclusion of filming, in fact, Adi Rukun and his family had to move to another part of Indonesia after receiving unwanted attention from former killers and even the military.
11
Although institutional and state intimidation is often sufficient to enforce testimonial censorship, the physical and mental health of survivors and victims works to amplify this silence. The dead cannot testify and others, who have been thoroughly traumatized, may be in no state to contribute effectively to an historical record that requires clarity and sobriety. 12 Trauma, as many of its scholars have noted, is not simply the direct result of a precipitating event, but equally includes its effects on that event's narration and psychic integration. Although this elder gives a somatic testimony, his capacity to articulate his experience and what he has seen is tragically limited, as confined and fragile as the man himself. Adi's mother is able to provide all the details about the past that his father cannot, but even she cannot offer more than hearsay when it comes to her elder son's murder at Snake River. Her desire for a spiritual retribution-a divine punishment-points to her resigned acceptance of the impossibility of earthly retribution.
Under such circumstances, perpetrators become crucial witnesses to their own crime. This reliance is at once practical and loaded, as filmmaker Eyal Sivan has observed: "The primary witness of any war crime is the perpetrator himself or herself.
Perpetrators' testimonies reveal the actions they committed, and the reasons they provided-or still provide-as a vindication of their criminal behavior."
14 And yet, allowing this voice to reign, once again, over the narrative that has silenced so many through physical and virtual violence is discomfiting at best. Adi's participation contributes to this zone of irresolution: He is an optometrist who gives eye exams. This is a genuine offer made in exchange for the interviews. And yet, this is equally work performed over and over, in service to his quest for confession, recognition, and remorse. As in the case of its more grandiose predecessor, Silence allows the pretense to lead into the truth of the matter. Silence gives voice to denial, the suppression of this past, and the impact on survivors. It inhabits and confronts the veracity chasm opened by willful political amnesia, a chasm in which the survivors live.
Not only does Adi collect testimony through his interviews, he also watches many videos already collected by Oppenheimer in which men describe their actions.
In one video, there is a tour of the river by Ramli's murderers. Reenactment is kept to a minimal register as they walk through the reeds, talk, and occasionally gesture for emphasis. Their matter-of-fact and quite detailed description as they tour the site gives a sobriety and shameless credibility to their interview.
A sole piece of archival news footage is even more shocking. This item from the time of the coup features a journalist interviewing one of the killers, who insists that the communists wanted to be murdered; the reporter leaves this claim unchallenged. The use of news footage as expository device is common to most documentaries for its presumed record of history and implicit authority (even when subject to testing and troubling). Although the archival footage stands at a remove from the live report, it still carries the aura of the artifact and of the original witness.
Even as an interview, the clip suggests "presence at a distance," an ability to see history before the onslaught of historiography, even as it is already folded into the latter. 16 In this case, though, its history already gestures to the self-serving historiography of the perpetrators. The footage is the true record of a lie (the communists wished to be killed) as well as of a truth (they were killing communists, among others). Moreover, it calls into question the transformative expectations that attend the act of testimony and documentary exposure of injustice-that if people see something, they will do something, to put it coarsely. 17 By disrupting the belief that knowledge leads to action, such moments call attention to revelations of genocide on the world stage that nonetheless resulted in international silence.
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The Oppenheimer to adapt the book, the family's denial is fierce. 18 The widow refuses to acknowledge that it is her husband's book and the two sons declare themselves too young to have known anything. One of the young men balks and makes the darkly comic suggestion that they all just try to get along, like the military dictatorship taught them. Oppenheimer's footage of Hasan is screened for them, but rather than cause the family to recant its denial, or even to open the conversation (as was the aim), it provokes the widow into threatening to leave and warning Joshua, sitting offscreen, not to make trouble. Already, the discourse and activity around Silence support Adi's aim, one about which Oppenheimer has been explicit: "Hopefully the film will be a tool for other human rights activists and lend moral authority to the argument that something needs to be done, and will make the demand more compelling." He stated this intent in an interview shortly after the film's US debut, adding his wish that the incoming Indonesian president would also eventually watch the film. But the restrained style suits, providing a clear head and authoritative vision to counter the fantasies that dictate the perpetrator's world. In all its gestures and explorations into the frustrations and challenges of testimony, whether practical or traumatically induced, Silence returns its audience to the necessity of sober documentary expression, if a film is truly to implement change and render palpable a reigning testimony of silence that continues to inhibit its implementation.
